Dictogloss tasks are meaning-based tasks aimed at processing the meaning more deeply rather than simply passing the input straight through short-term memory as in standard dictation. Wajnryb (1990) Moreover, the blanks are accompanied by wh-questions in brackets in order to help learners with recalling the information. Dicto-phrase tasks originate from real-life situations such as sending an email to a friend to tell them about some news they have heard for instance (Zahedi, 2004) . Therefore, the texts chosen for dicto-phrase tasks are (Wajnryb, 1990; Zahedi 2004 ).
Regarding the issues of collaboration and note-taking in dictogloss, Storch (2002) states that the whole procedure of dictogloss is interactive and student-centered. When learners work in small groups to reconstruct the text, they tend to feel less intimidated and together they nurture individual responsibility and positive collaboration. On the contrary, dicto-phrase tasks are not concerned with collaboration and do not permit note-taking; rather, they found that the most significant strategies employed by the participants, while performing on dicto-phrase, were rereading and intelligent (not random) guessing.
In line with what has been discussed so far on the vital role of listening in language learning and the fact that both dictogloss and dicto-phrase tasks have proved to improve listening, the present study aimed to compare the effectiveness of these two dictation tasks on listening and particularly find the more effective one. Accordingly, the following research hypothesis was raised: 
Instrumentations and Materials
To carry out the present study, the researchers employed a number of instrumentations as tests, scoring rubrics, and instructional materials discussed below.
A piloted mock Key English Test (KET) designed by
Cambridge was used as a language proficiency test in order to select the sample for the study. This test was used to make a homogeneous sample in terms of the language proficiency level.
The main course book used in both groups was "Pacesetter" by Strange and Hall (2005) , which is designed specifically for teenagers with a communicative approach that presents the new language in contexts relevant to teenagers and in ways which actively involve them in the learning process. Every unit of the book covers all four language skills as well as pronunciation and vocabulary to develop the learners' fluency and confidence in understanding and using English.
For this particular study, 10 texts suitable in length and difficulty level for the learners in both groups were adopted from various sources and covered in 10 sessions during the 21-session course in each group. The texts used in both groups were the same and related to the topics of their course book: sports, our world, environmental problems, food, street markets, hoaxes, theme restaurants, diet, health, and global language. The difference between the two groups lay in the procedure of teaching the texts, details of which appear in the procedure section below.
The listening paper of another sample piloted KET was used as the posttest and administered to both groups at the end of the course.
Procedure
Following the selection of the participants and the random assignment of the two experimental groups with 30 participants in each group (a total of four classes), the treatment, which was conducted by one of the researchers as the teacher of both groups, commenced. As the teacher had to accommodate the treatments into the usual program of the course, she allocated 10 out of the 21 sessions of the course to the treatments in each experimental group. Dictogloss and dicto-phrase, as the treatments, were practiced every other session in each class with the teacher introducing the tasks to the participants in each group in the first session.
In one experimental group, dictogloss and in the other dicto-phrase were practiced as the treatments. For this study, the same 10 texts (described in the instrumentation section) were used. In the dictogloss group, the teacher went through four stages in the classroom: preparation, Meanwhile she pre-taught any necessary words related to the text and wrote them on the board and ensured that the learners knew what they were supposed to do. Then the board was erased before the actual listening started so that the listening part of the task was challenging enough.
After the preparation, in the second stage which was the dictation, the learners listened to an audio recording of the text three times without any pauses. The first time, they just listened and got a general feeling of the text. The second and third time, they took down notes as they were encouraged to listen for content words which assisted them in reconstructing the text. In the dicto-phrase group, the teacher also went through the four stages of preparation, dictation, reconstruction, and analysis with correction. In the first stage, like the dictogloss, she introduced the topic of the upcoming text and let the learners find out about the topic by asking some questions about it and having a very short discussion. She also did some preparatory vocabulary work and wrote the new words on the board and ensured that the learners knew what they were supposed to do. Then she erased the board before the actual listening started.
After the preparation, the learners went through the dictation stage. The learners listened to an audio recording of the text three times without any pauses. The first time, they just listened and got a general feeling of the text. The second and third time, unlike the dictogloss, the learners were asked just to listen and were not allowed to take notes.
They were told that they would be given a passage after listening so they did not need to take notes, but they were encouraged to listen very carefully to get the details.
In the third stage, or reconstruction, the learners were given a passage with blanks and were asked to fill them with the gist of the meaning of the missing propositions and not necessarily the exact words. The blanks were also accompanied by wh-questions in brackets in order to help the learners with recalling the information. The blanks were meant to be filled with a phrase or a sentence. The learners worked individually in this section and spent nearly five minutes on reconstructing their stories.
Finally, in the analysis and correction stage, the learners compared their text with the reconstructions of other learners and the original text and made the necessary corrections. At the end of the course, the participants in both groups were given the posttest described earlier.
Results
The details of the statistical analyses conducted to test the hypothesis of the study are presented in a chronological order of participants selection, posttest administration, and testing the hypothesis.
To select the participants required for this study, the researchers used a piloted KET, the reliability estimate of which was an acceptable Cronbach's Alpha Index of 0.849. Furthermore, the inter-rater reliability of the two raters scoring the writing parts of the KET was significant at the 0.01 level (r = 0.710) while that of the two raters scoring the speaking section was also significant at the above level (r = 0.711).
Once the 60 participants were selected from the 90 who took the test based on their scores falling one standard deviation above and below the mean, the selected participants were randomly assigned into two experimental groups of dictogloss and dicto-phrase. The descriptive statistics of the scores of the two groups on the proficiency Prior to the treatment, to ensure that the two groups displayed no significant difference on the whole in terms of their language proficiency, a comparison of the means had to be conducted to see whether there was a significant difference between the mean score of each group. Consequently, an independent samples t-test was required.
With the skewness ratios of both groups being 0.50 (0.216 / 0.427) and 0.22 (0.096 / 0.427) and both values falling within the range of -1.96 and 1.96, the normality of distribution within each group was guaranteed. Table 2 includes the results of the t-test run between the mean scores of the two groups on the proficiency test.
The results (t = 0.217, p = 0.829 > 0.05) indicate that there was no significant difference between the mean scores of the two groups at the outset. Hence, the researchers could rest assured that both groups manifested no significant difference in their language proficiency prior to the treatment.
Once the treatment in each group was over, the piloted listening posttest comprising 25 items which enjoyed a reliability of 0.71 was conducted. Table 3 contains the group statistics for this administration with the mean and standard deviation of the dictogloss group standing at 18.10 and 3.60, respectively, while those of the dictophrase group were 16.23 and 3.41, respectively.
To demonstrate any possible significant difference in the performances of the dictogloss and dicto-phrase group and to test the null hypothesis of the study, the researchers conducted an independent samples t-test. Again, the skewness ratios resembled normalcy of the scores (-0.14 and 1.60) and thus running a t-test was legitimized.
Based on Table 4 (t = 2.060, df = 58, p = 0.044 < 0.05, two-tailed), there was a significant difference between the mean scores of the two groups at the posttest. Thus, by virtue of the means that the two groups obtained, it is evident that the dictogloss group outperformed the dictophrase group. In other words, it can be concluded that the presupposed null hypothesis was rejected meaning that the difference observed between sample means was large enough to be attributed to the differences between the population means and therefore not due to sampling errors.
To determine the strength of the findings of the research, that is, to evaluate the stability of the research findings across samples, effect size was also estimated to be 0.53.
According to Cohen (1988, p. 22) , this is a moderate effect size. Therefore, the findings of the study could be moderately generalized. To conclude, the researchers would like to offer the following two suggestions for further research.
· In this study, the impact of dictogloss and dicto-phrase tasks on listening was investigated comparatively. As another suggestion, other such researches could be carried out to compare the impact of dictogloss and dicto-phrase on other skills or subskills, such as speaking or vocabulary learning.
